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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 1 , 3-5, 7-10,13-14,1 6-20, 23-25 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: 

Claim 1 , line 1 1 , the recitation "RTZ" should be spelled out clearly (i.e., see claim 

20). 

Similar issue exists in claims 10, 14, 23, and 25 at "RTZ" first mentioned. 

Claim 9, the recitation "the encoded data signal output" should be made 
consistent with the recitation "the encoded data signal" in claim 1 . 

Claim 18, line 3, the recitation "second encoding stages" should be changed to 
"second decoding stages". 

Claim 24, lines 15-16, the recitation "the selected" should be made consistent 
with the terminology used on lines 1 1 -1 2 of claim 24. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1, 3-5, 7-9, 13, 21-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 
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4. Claim 1 recites the limitation ""said data signal" in lines 8 and 9-10. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

5. Claim 13 recites the limitation "the decision stage" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

6. Claim 21 recites the limitation "said data signal" in lines 8, 9, 12. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

7. Claim 22 recites the limitation "said data signal" in lines 8, 9, 12. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

8. Claim 23 recites the limitation "said data signal" in lines 8, 9, 13. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

9. Claim 24 recites the limitation "said data signal" in line 8. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 0. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 1 . Claims 1, 3, 5, 7-10, 13-14, 16-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dent et al. (US 6,044,485) (hereinafter Dent). 

Regarding claim 1, Dent teaches the followings: 

"receiving means for receiving a modulated carrier signal which contains an 
encoded data signal" (Figure 2, element 200; Col. 4, line 57); 
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"demodulation means for demodulating the received modulated carrier signal and 
for outputting the encoded data signal contained therein" (Figure 2, element 204; Col. 4, 
lines 58-59); 

"decoding means for decoding the encoded data signal and for outputting data" 
(Figure 2, elements 208, 210); 

"data processing means for processing the data output by the decoding means" 
(Figure 2, elements 212, 214, including any subsequent processing circuit that is not 
shown in Figure 2); 

"the decoding means including at least a first decoding stage and a second 
decoding stage, the first decoding stage being arranged to decode said data signal 
encoded in conformity with a first decoding method whereas the second decoding stage 
is arranged to decode said data signal encoded in conformity with a second decoding 
method" (Figure 2, elements 208, 210; Abstract; Col. 4, lines 8-16; 64-65). 

Dent differs from the claimed invention in that Dent doesn't teach the claimed 
subject matter "wherein said first decoding method is RTZ and the second decoding 
method is Miller". However, Dent explicitly indicates that any of the known coding 
techniques may be advantageously employed in the present invention (Col. 1, lines 40- 
41) and each of them has its advantage and disadvantage relative to the application 
(Col. 3, lines 13-17). Therefore, a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have realized that the particular "decoding method" is design specific 
depending on particular application. 
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Regarding claim 3, Dent further teaches the claimed subject matter "a decision 
stage capable of receiving decision supporting information from at least one of the at 
least two decoding stages, and that the decision stage is arranged to decide, by 
evaluation of the decision supporting information applied thereto, which of the at least 
two decoding stages is suitable to decode a received encoded data signal" in Col. 5, 
lines 1-19. 

Regarding claim 5, the claimed subject matter "wherein ... processing means" 
would have been optional to one skilled in the art based upon available resources and 
design particular. 

Regarding claim 7, Dent further teaches "an encoding means ... encoding 
stage" in Figure 1, elements 110; Col. 3, lines 55-58. 

Regarding claim 8, Dent explicitly indicates that any of the known coding 
techniques may be advantageously employed in the present invention (Col. 1, lines 40- 
41) and each of them has its advantage and disadvantage relative to the application 
(Col. 3, lines 13-17). Therefore, a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have realized that any coding method could have been utilized as 
optional. 

Regarding claim 9, Dent further teaches the claimed subject matter "modulation 
means ... output" in Col. 4, lines 50-54; Figure 1, element 116. 
Regarding claim 10, see claim 1 above. 

Regarding claim 13, Dent further teaches the claimed subject matter "wherein 
... data signal" in Col. 5, lines 1-24. 
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Regarding claim 14, see claim 3 above. 
Regarding claim 16, see claim 13 above. 
Regarding claim 17, see claim 3 above. 
Regarding claim 18, see claim 5 above. 
Regarding claims 19, 20, see claim 8 above. 

Regarding claim 21, see claim 1 above. Further, Dent doesn't teach "the first 
decoding stage" and "the second decoding stage" "simultaneously" decoding. However, 
Dent, in a prior reference (Col. 5, lines 19-21), teaches a configuration in which parallel 
decoders "simultaneously" decoding the signal, then determine which decoding is 
suitable (Dent et al. US 5,230,003, Abstract). Therefore, it would have been optional to 
one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to either "simultaneously" decoding the 
signal then determine the suitable decoding to be used or to determine which decoding 
method is suitable and then utilize such decoding method. 

Regarding claim 22, see claim 21 above. 

Regarding claim 23, see claims 21 and 1 above. 

Regarding claim 24, see claim 3 above. Further, Dent teaches the claimed 
subject matter "once the decision stage applies ... data signal" in that, when it is 
determine a different decoding method needs to be utilized, the switch 212 would select 
a different decoding stage and utilize such decoding for the rest (Col. 5, lines 13-24). 

Regarding claim 25, see claim 1 above. 
2. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dent in 
view of Ohira et al. (US 6,735,735) (hereinafter Ohira). 
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Regarding claim 4, Dent teaches all the claimed subject matter in claim 4, as 
stated above, except for the claimed subject matter "wherein the encoded data signal ... 
to decode the encoded data signal". The attention is now directed to Ohira. Ohira 
discloses transmission method in which the encoder adds an identifier to the signal so 
that the decoder can determine whether execution of decoding process to done or not 
based on such identifier (Abstract). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to utilize the same concept as 
taught by Ohira into Dent so that the decoder would have the knowledge of which 
decoding method is to be used, thus the system can be executed faster. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dac V. Ha whose telephone number is 703-306-5536. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 5/4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Chin can be reached on 703-305-4714. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
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you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Dac V. Ha 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2634 



